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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-14, 32-48, are presented for examination. Claims 15-31 have been cancelled. 

Election/Restrictions 

2. Applicant's election, without traverse of Group I, i.e., claims 1-14 in Paper No. 7 is 
acknowledged. 

Specification 

3. The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is clearly 
indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. The title should contain key concept 
terms of the claimed invention, i.e., "multimedia processing project" and "matrix switch". 

Information Disclosure Statement 

4. An initialed and dated copy of Applicant's IDS form 1449, Paper No. 2, 3, 5 and 6, is 
attached to the instant Office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

5. Claims 1-12, 32-43, are software per see that is not tangibly embodied on a computer 
readable medium and therefore lacks a practical application because it alone cannot produce its 
intended outcome. The software object and media processing filter graph are software, which 
are not tangible embodied on a computer readable medium. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

7. Claims 1, 3-14, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Parry et al. 
6,535,920 (Hereinafter Parry). 

8. As per claim 1, 13 and 14, Parry teaches a computer system, a storage medium 
implementing instructions, and a software object for use in a media processing filter graph (e.g., 
the architecture of a filter graph to efficiently process the multimedia, col., 1, line 66 - col., 2, 
line 18), comprising: 

an input (e.g., source filter, col., 21, lines 12 - 25), coupled to a media source (e.g., 
source filter coupled to a media source, col., 21, lines 12 - 25), to receive content from the media 
source (e.g., media contents processing by the source filter, col., 21, lines 12 - 25), and 

a dynamically determined plurality of outputs (e.g., parser filter selecting outputs, col, 
21, lines 12 - 25), each responsive to the input and coupled to a source processing chain (e.g., 
parser output based on the input of the media contents processed by the chain of filters, col., 2 1 , 
lines 12 - 25), to provide each of the source processing chains with media content requested 
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from a single instance of the media source in accordance with a user defined media processing 
project (e.g., the architecture of a filter graph to efficiently process the multimedia data as per the 
user selection of the playback, col, 1, line 66 - col., 2, line 18). 

9. As per claim 3, Parry teaches the following: 

the number of outputs are dynamically determined by the number of independent 
processing chains required to process media content from the media source (e.g., filter graph 
dynamically allocating number of source processing filters, col., 21, lines 12 - 25). 

10. As per claim 4, Parry teaches the following: 

the source processing chains are comprised of filter graph filters which uniquely 
transform the media content in some way (e.g., use of transform filters, col, 20, lines 50 - 55). 

11. As per claim 5, Parry teaches the following: 

the object receives requests for media content from one or more of the source processing 
chains and satisfies said requests (e.g., filter graph filters processing multimedia contents as per 
the requests, col., 21, lines 12-25). 

12. As per claim 6, Parry teaches the following: 

the object issues seek commands to the media source to satisfy the request(s) for media 
content (e.g. processing of the seek commands to access media source contents by the filters, 
col., 22, lines 13-26). 
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13. As per claim 7, Parry teaches the following: 

the object serializes simultaneous requests for media from the source received from 
multiple source chains (e.g., processing of the requests in order from several users by the delay 
filter using encoder and decoder, col., 6, lines 53 - 65). 

14. As per claim 8, Parry teaches the following: 

the interface prioritizes the serialized requests based, at least in part, on a relative project 
time of each of the requested clips (e.g., read/write synchronization for the time duration of the 
user playback time, col, 8, lines 49 - 65). 

15. As per claim 9, Parry teaches the following: 

the object receives request for media content from a user through a higher-level 
application (e.g., playback application, col., 4, lines 9 - 26), and issues a seek command to satisfy 
the request (e.g., user requesting a seek command for selective playback, col., 4, lines 9 - 26). 

16. As per claim 10, Parry teaches the following: 

multiple objects are invoked and coupled to an associated multiple instances of source 
filters to satisfy multiple simultaneous requests for content from the sources (e.g., multiple 
instances of the multimedia source processed by multiple source processing filters, col., 21, lines 
12-25). 



17. As per claim 11, Parry teaches the following: 
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the object is exposed by an operating system executing on a computing system 
implementing a media processing system (e.g., media processing filter graph exposed by 
Windows CE OS, col., 5, lines 1 1- 25). 

1 8. As per claim 12, Parry teaches the following: 

the object is an instance of a segment filter exposed to a media processing system 
executing on a computer system through a render engine (e.g., media processing filter graph 
exposed by Windows CE OS using render engine, col, 5, lines 11- 25). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103 

19. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

20. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Parry in view of 
"Official Notice". 

21. As per claim 2, Parry does not specifically mention about alleviating each source 
processing chain from opening an independent instance of the source. "Official Notice" is taken 
that both the concept and advantages of alleviating each source processing chain from opening 
an independent instance of the source is well known and expected in the art. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include alleviating each source processing chain from opening an independent 
instance of the source with the teachings of Parry in order to facilitate minimum usage of the 
memory used by the processing filters. The well-known concept of creating the minimum 
number of instances of the software object will save memory usage and will improve the 
processing of the filter graph. 

22. Claims 32-36, 38-44, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Parry in view of Hunt et al. 6,442,658 (Hereinafter Hunt). 

23. As per claims 32 and 44, Parry teaches the claimed limitation as rejected under claim 1, 
and processing of the media source using the processing chain filters that can be used to 
efficiently provide source contents to the users. However, Parry does not specifically mention 
about use of matrix switch. It is well-known in the art of the use of matrix switch concept, for 
example, Hunt teaches a scalable, dynamically reconfigurable matrix switch having a plurality of 
inputs and a plurality of outputs (e.g., dynamic selection of inputs and outputs of the segements 
to improve playback of interactive multimedia contents, col, 12, lines 6 - 58), 

at least one matrix switch input being communicatively linked with a first processing 
chain portion (e.g., segment inputs that can be partial or complete from the same segment or the 
other segment, figure 6, col., 12, lines 6 - 58), 

the matrix switch being configured to dynamically couple one or more of the matrix 
switch inputs to one or more of the matrix switch outputs (e.g., segment configuring inputs to the 
outputs, figure 6, col., 12, lines 6 - 58). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine teachings of Parry with the teachings of Hunt in order to facilitate 
processing of the media source contents using a matrix switch of the source processing chain 
filters. The switching mechanism will provide multiplexing the contents of the inputs to generate 
the output to improve playback of multimedia contents, as suggested by Hunt. 

24. As per claims 33, 45, Parry and Hunt teach the claimed limitation as rejected under claim 
32. Parry also teaches use of a media time associated with the user defined media processing 
project (e.g., media content clip timing, col., 21, lines 12 - 25). 

25. As per claims 34, 46, Parry and Hunt teach the claimed limitation as rejected under claim 
32. Parry also teaches use of a project time associated with the user defined media processing 
project (e.g., user request containing playback timing information, col, 21, lines 12 - 25). 

26. As per claims 35, 47, Parry and Hunt teach the claimed limitation as rejected under claim 
32, and processing of the media source using the processing chain filters that can be used to 
efficiently provide source contents to the users. However, Parry does not specifically mention 
about use of matrix switch programming grid. It is well-known in the art of the use of matrix 
switch concept, for example, Hunt teaches usage of a matrix switch programming grid (e.g., 
dynamic selection of inputs and outputs of the segments to improve playback of interactive 
multimedia contents, figure 6, col., 12, lines 6 - 58), 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine teachings of Parry with the teachings of Hunt in order to facilitate 
processing of the media source contents using a matrix switch programming grid of the source 
processing chain filters. The switching mechanism will provide multiplexing the contents of the 
inputs to generate the output to improve playback of multimedia contents, as suggested by Hunt, 

27. As per claims 36, 48, Parry and Hunt teach the claimed limitation as rejected under claim 
32, and processing of the media source using the processing chain filters that can be used to 
efficiently provide source contents to the users. Parry also teaches use of a project time 
associated with the user defined media processing project (e.g., user request containing playback 
timing information, col, 21, lines 12 - 25). However, Parry does not specifically mention about 
use of matrix switch programming grid. It is well-known in the art of the use of matrix switch 
concept, for example, Hunt teaches usage of a matrix switch programming grid (e.g., dynamic 
selection of inputs and outputs of the segments to improve playback of interactive multimedia 
contents, figure 6, col., 12, lines 6 - 58), 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine teachings of Parry with the teachings of Hunt in order to facilitate 
processing of the media source contents using a matrix switch programming grid of the source 
processing chain filters. The switching mechanism will provide multiplexing the contents of the 
inputs to generate the output to improve playback of multimedia contents, as suggested by Hunt. 
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28. As per claim 38, Parry and Hunt teach the claimed limitation as rejected under claim 32. 
Parry also teaches use of the number of software object outputs are dynamically determined by 
the number of independent processing chains required to process media content from the media 
source (e.g., filter graph dynamically allocating number of source processing filters, col., 21, 
lines 12 - 25). 

29. As per claim 39, Parry and Hunt teach the claimed limitation as rejected under claim 32. 
Parry also teaches use of the object receives requests for media content from one or more of the 
source processing chains and satisfies said requests (e.g., filter graph filters processing 
multimedia contents as per the requests, col., 21, lines 12 - 25). 

30. As per claim 40, Parry and Hunt teach the claimed limitation as rejected under claim 32. 
Parry also teaches use of the object issues seek commands to the media source to satisfy the 
request(s) for media content (e.g. processing of the seek commands to access media source 
contents by the filters, col, 22, lines 13 - 26). 

31. As per claim 4 1 , Parry and Hunt teach the claimed limitation as rejected under claim 32. 
Parry also teaches use of the object serializes simultaneous requests for media from the source 
received from multiple source chains (e.g., processing of the requests in order from several users 
by the delay filter using encoder and decoder, col, 6, lines 53 - 65). 
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32. As per claim 42, Parry and Hunt teach the claimed limitation as rejected under claim 32. 
Parry also teaches use of the interface prioritizes the serialized requests based, at least in part, on 
a relative project time of each of the requested clips (e.g., read/write synchronization for the time 
duration of the user playback time, col., 8, lines 49 - 65). 

33. As per claim 43, Parry and Hunt teach the claimed limitation as rejected under claim 32. 
Parry also teaches use of the object is an instance of a segment filter exposed to a media 
processing system executing on a computer system through a render engine (e.g., media 
processing filter graph exposed by Windows CE OS using render engine, col, 5, lines 1 1- 25). 

34. Claim 37 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Parry and Hunt in 
view of "Official Notice". 

35. As per claim 37, Parry and Hunt do not specifically mention about alleviating each 
source processing chain from opening an independent instance of the source. "Official Notice" is 
taken that both the concept and advantages of alleviating each source processing chain from 
opening an independent instance of the source is well known and expected in the art. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include alleviating each source processing chain from opening an independent 
instance of the source with the teachings of Parry and Hunt in order to facilitate minimizing 
usage of memory used by the processing filters. The well-known concept of creating the 
minimum number of instances of the software object will save memory usage and will improve 
the processing of the filter graph. 
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Conclusion 



36. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. See Form PTO-892. The claimed subject matter of applications, "Methods and 
systems for processing media content", Miller et al., US 2002/0097256 Al, Jul. 25, 2002, and 
"Interface and related methods for reducing source accesses in a development system", Miller et 
al, US 2002/0097257 Al, Jul. 25, 2002, also contain use of media processing project and filter 
graph. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Haresh Patel whose telephone number is (703) 605-5234. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday, Tuesday, Thursday and Friday from 10:00 am to 
8:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee, can be reached at (703) 305-8498. 

The appropriate fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 
Haresh Patel /] 



April 4, 2004. 




